Doctrine

for

Asymmetric
Warfare

ANY DISCUSSION of doctrine and asym- . .
metry must begin by acknowledging the ten- Tactics are employed against an

sion inherent between the role of doctrine and the2Symmetric opponent in the course of combat,
nature of asymmetry in warfare. Doctrine should, Put there can be no set of tactics checklists
succinctly express the collective wisdom about how/Or @Symmetric warfare, since each application
U.S. Armed Forces conduct military operations. In IS Unique. Tactics are whatever we do against
1923, historian J.F.C. Fuller wrote that “the central &N asymmetric opponent when we arrange
idea of an army is known as its doctrine, which to forces to counter that opponent.

be sound must be principles of war, and Which B —

be effective must be elastic enough to admit of Muyigotes, and the ability to attack or defeat the
tation in accordance with change in circumstanc nemy’s delivery means, civil support, and so on.

In its ultimate relationship to the human understand, ., preparation serves to deter the use of biologi-

ing this central idea or doctrine is nothing else thagy| \yeapons, because the opponent's original asym-
common sense—that is, action adapted to circUnisatric advantage has been reduced.

stance.” Unfortunately, uncertainty is inseparable from the

While asymmetric warfare encompasses a Widgaqre of warfare, and asymmetry increases uncer-
scope of theory, experience, conjecture, and defi

Mainty. Those who expect doctrine and tactics, tech-

tion, the implicit premise is that asymmetric warfargiqes and procedures (TTP) to provide solutions
deals with unknowns, with surprise in terms of end ;

the more difficult it is to anticipate his actions. If we
knew in advance how an opponent planned to e
ploit our dissimilarities, we could develop specific
doctrine to counter his actions. Against asymmetri
opponents, doctrine should provide a way to thin

about asymmetry and an operational philosophy th hcertainty quickly and effectively. The Japanese

would take asymmetry fully into account. navy’s Long Lance torpedo illustrates our failure to
One way to look at asymmetric warfare is to Segag| with an asymmetric threat.

it as a classic action-reaction-counteraction cycle.
Our enemies study our doctrine and try to countelapan’s Long Lance Torpedo

it. Any competent enemy will do the unexpected, if In the years between World War | and World
he believes it will work. When we understand thaMNar Il, the U.S. and Japanese navies pursued dif-
asymmetry, we counter it, and so forth. For examplégrent technical and tactical solutions to naval sur-
if a potential opponent has biological weapons anfice combat. The U.S. Navy focused on very long-
the United States does not, our preparation occurange daylight gunnery, supported by seaplane
across a technological, doctrinal, and operationabotters and sophisticated analog compéifers the
range in terms of force protection, development afomputers to calculate a firing solution, the firing

emy surprises us with a capability, our response is
iecessarily ad hoc and less effective. Depending on
our preconceptions and ability to adapt, the advan-
ge an opponent enjoys might persist. Doctrine must
repare the military force with a mindset to deal with
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ship had to maintain a steady course to allow thimg the term doctrine are referring to the whole body

computer to “settle down” and provide accurate dataf doctrine and fail to separate out each com-

to the turrets. ponent’s specific role. Defining each component’s
The Japanese Navy developed the Type 93 Lomngle is a seemingly minor distinction, but it is impor-

Lance torpedo that carried a large warhead artdnt to understanding since each component plays

could travel 20,000 yards or more at speeds of up

]EO 45 knots. The Japanese had an ideal flre-an_ ~  Examples of asymmetry and adaptation

orget system. In consequence, the Japanese tralqsqt

. ; . . , can be found in insurgency warfare and the
to fight at nlght, with rapllcally maneuvering destroy- development of counterinsurgency forces and
ers and cruisers that fired torpedoes.

For more than 2 vears after the U.S. Navy en- doctrine. At a tactical level, we can see the

Y . -~ NAVY €N offacts of themachinegun, accurate indirect
countered the Long Lance in early 1942, it did noértillery and barbedwire during World War |
appreciate the weapon's capabilities. The two nawezNe Ca’n study the development of storm taciics
had proceeded down different asymmetric paths, an and the armor with which to counter them
U.S. torpedo development had many shortcomlng§Ne can analyze U.S. air attacks tine Serbs i.n

U.S. torpedoes were quite slow, carried a smaller : ) :
’ 0sovo and appreciate the Serbs’ deception
warhead, had a range of less than 10,000 yards, anJ< and camouflage tactics.

often failed to explode even when striking a targe
In consequence, the U.S. Navy projected its poor
capabilities onto those of the opponent’s and refuseal different part in how the military operates. More
to believe that the Japanese could deploy a superigermane is that each component has a slightly
torpedo. Eventually, U.S. air power, radar-directedlifferent role with respect to asymmetry, and
gunfire, and other tactical adaptations restored song&ach has a different cyclic rate in terms of its de-
balance, but throughout the war, the Japanese tarelopment and useful life.

pedo baffled Navy planners. The U.S. Navy suf- Effective doctrine explains how we expect to
fered an asymmetric technological and tacticalight and operate based on past experience and
surprise. Because we did not anticipate tha best guess of what lies ahead. Doctrine—
weapon and, indeed, could not accept that the Japas Provides the link between research, theory,
nese had it, we had no easy answers, and it todlstory, experimentation, and practice.

years to adapt. 0 Encapsulates a body of knowledge and ex-
) ] perience so it can be applied.
Developing U.S. Doctrine 0 Provides common understanding and a com-

To get beyond the tension inherent betweemon language, which allows us to articulate clearly
asymmetry and doctrine, our focus is on two obse&nd succinctly what Army forces should accomplish.
vations about asymmetry that to many of our po- The narrow definition of doctrine is “fundamen-
tential opponents we are highly relevant to the deal principles by which the military forces or elements
velopment of U.S. doctrine. The first is thethereof guide their actions in support of national ob-
requirement to understand that to many of our pdectives. It is authoritative but requires judgment in
tential opponents we appear to be as asymmetrigplication.” To distinguish between the broad con-
as they appear to be to us. To the al-Qaeda fighteept, including all four components, and the more
cowering in a cave in a remote part of Afghanistamarrow definition, we can italicize the latter.
fuel air explosives, dropped with deadly precision As Fuller noted, Army doctrine should provide an
from aircraft miles away and thousands of feet uppperational concept, a philosophy of how the Army
directed by laser designators wielded by highlyperate$.In doing so, doctrine must reconcile op-
trained and stealthy special operation forces (SOFgrational requirements with the force’s perceived
Is as asymmetric to him as his tactics are to us. Thgrengths. Armies operate best when capitalizing on
second point is that doctrine cannot predict the natemonstrated capabilities and asymmetric strengths.
ture and form of asymmetric conflicts, but it canHistory contains many examples of military failure
forecast the necessary traits and body of concepecasioned by attempts to match an enemy’s style
tual knowledge necessary to cope with a chaotiof warfare despite friendly forces being ill-suited to
asymmetric operational environment. the challenge.

To understand the role of doctrine, we must dis- Tactics. Tactics deals with how units are em-
tinguish between doctrine and TTP. Most people ugloyed during comb&tThe actual application of
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Tactics vary constantly with the situa-
A Japanese Type 93 torpedo tion. There is no playbook of tactical so-

- fired from a destroyer blew . .
away the bow of the heavy lutions; the tactics manual only offers a
i cruiser USS Minneapolis on — menu from which to choose. Tactics are
E 30 November 1942. Only the . -
P crew's high level of training employed against an asymmetric oppo-
kept the ship afloat. nent in the course of combat, but there
. can be no set of tactics checklists for

asymmetric warfare, since each applica-
tion is unique. Tactics are whatever we
do against an asymmetric opponent when
we arrange forces to counter that oppo-
nent. What differentiates tactics against
an asymmetric opponent is that we might
not have ever used that particular com-
bination of options before, or we might
have to incorporate new and novel op-
tions to counter asymmetry. When con-
fronted by a situation, leaders must
choose from a variety of possible solu-
tions and adapt their solution to circum-
stances at the point of engagement.
Techniques and proceduresTech-

. o — . . s nigues are the general, detailed methods
The Japanese Navy developed the Type 93 ~ roops and commanders use to perform
Long Lance torpedo that carried a large warhead andassigned missions and functions, specifi-
could travel 20,000 yards or more at speeds of up to 45 cally methods of using equipment and
knots. The Japanese had éfeal fire-and-forget system. Personnel. Procedures are standard and

In consequence, the Japanese trained to fight at night, detailed courses of action that describe

with radically maneuvering destroyers and how to perform tasks. Techniques and
cruisers that fired torpedoes. procedures, the lowest level of the broad

term doctrine, are internal to the force.
They are specialized to particular types
tactics is highly circumstantial and is both sciencef units based on organization, equipment, and
and art. U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 3-9ac- environment. This is the standard operating pro-
tics, states, “The science of tactics encompasses thedures (SOP) level of warfare, or as the Marines
understanding of those military aspects of tactics—efer to it, the “technical” level of war. Techniques
capabilities, techniques, and procedures—that caand procedures are a standard of operating instilled
be measured and codified. The art of tactics corthrough training.

sists of three interrelated aspects: the creative andThe adage that forces “fight as they train” is ap-
flexible array of means to accomplish assigned miglicable. Armies cannot afford to make everything
sions; decisionmaking under conditions of uncertaintyp as they go. Of necessity we apply existing tech-
when faced with an intelligent enemy; and underniques and procedures against asymmetric oppo-
standing the human dimension—the effects ohents, and with some adaptation, they work. In other
combat on soldiers. The tactician invokes the art afases, if there are no existing techniques and pro-
tactics to solve tactical problems within hiscedures, and innovative combinations of existing
commander’s intent by choosing from interrelatedechniques and procedures will not work, we develop
options, such as forms of maneuver, tactical missiomew technigues and procedures to integrate into ex-
tasks, and arrangement and choice of control megsting ones to solve a unique problem. If it appears
sures.” Note, in particular, the description of the artthe situation that prompted the change might recur,
of tactics—“decisionmaking under conditions of un-we must tell other forces about the solution so they
certainty when faced with an intelligent enemy”—do not have to learn from bitter experience. One
for this is almost a direct link between tactics andvould believe that U.S. Army soldiers in Afghani-
asymmetry. stan are still adapting and applying the drills and
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7th Infantry Division troops use a flame-
thrower to rout out Japanese snipers
+ on Kwajalein, February 1944.
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Marines and soldiers developed specialized drillssfiomi

nating Japanese caves

and underground fortifications during the war in thBacific. Making changes to techniques and

procedures that will be effective across the force requires experimentation, training, and
dissemination. These actions are part of the adaptive nature of combat.

SOPs they learned before they deployed. be lessened as a function of improved command and
Every competent military force adapts. Unitscontrol and intelligence, but as events demonstrate
modify techniques and procedures constantly aga Afghanistan and indeed in every conflict in which
cording to circumstance and knowledge gainedmerica has fought, it cannot be eliminated. Uncer-
through experience. This is certainly not new otainty is an enduring facet of warfare and arises
unique to dealing with dissimilar opponents. Wherfrom—
confronted with anti-handling devices on mines and o A lack of intelligence about enemy intentions,
other booby traps in Italy in World War 11, the Army such as whether or not Saddam Hussein’s intent
developed procedures for clearing and marking awas to attack Saudi Arabia.
eas as well as specific techniques for disarming theo The timing, location, or even the existence of
devices. Similarly, Marines and soldiers developed plan of attack, such as the German Ardennes Of-
specialized drills for eliminating Japanese caves arfénsive.
underground fortifications during the war in the Pa- 0 The effectiveness or even existence of a new
cific. Making changes to techniques and proceduregeapon, such as the Type 93 Torpedo.
that will be effective across the force requires ex- 1 The development of a new form of warfare,
perimentation, training, and dissemination. These asuch as the blitzkrieg.
tions are part of the adaptive nature of combat. Ad- Some would argue that uncertainty, as a function
aptation is critical to military success, since warfarepf asymmetry, has increased with the spread of
whether asymmetric or not, deals with uncertainty.technology and the juxtaposition of conflicting aims,
. not only between nation-states, but also between
Uncertainty and the Unexpected nonstate actors. Certainly evidence exists that the
German military theorist Carl von Clausewitz potential for asymmetric operations increases as a
noted that uncertainty is fundamental to warfare. function of the number of potential conflicts and
To some greater or lesser degree, uncertainty migbbmbinations of opponents, technical means, cultural
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Twenty-first century Information-Age operations
* in full swing as computer-savvy troopers of the fs.
24 101stAir Assault Division attempt to search animal- 'f;.__ .
transport, Narizah, Afghanlstan July 2003. § .—"

We have assimilated and adopted ideas from Jomlnl ClauseW|tz FuIIer and others
who explain the phenomena of combat. Added to tlallection of prlnC|pIes and classical theory
are things like battlefielperating systemand battlespace. But, have we really examined
the nature of 21st-century operations and the theoretical implicationsWihat extent is current
frustration with asymmetric opponents and operations the product of industrial-age
theory attempting to direct Information-Age operations?

perceptions, and values. Potential opponents undeter opportunity to do more than prescribe the sev-
stand that picking a conventional fight with U.S.eral tasks of the several subordinates. . . . If they
forces is tantamount to suicide. As the potential foare reluctant to act because they are accustomed
asymmetry increases, so does the level of uncep detailed orders and instructions—if they are not
tainty and the potential for tactical, operational, and¢habituated to think, to judge, to decide and to act for
strategic surprise. themselves. . . , we shall be in sorry case when the
Asymmetry is really nothing more than taking thetime of active operations arrives.Doctrine must
level of uncertainty, or surprise, to a new level thaembrace a philosophy of initiative and creative think-
involves novel ways, means, or even ends. Fromiag to counter uncertainty. The more asymmetric the
doctrinal perspective, our response is the samepponent, the more important this is. Training must
whether the enemy’s asymmetry is a low-level taceomplement a philosophy of operations that empha-
tical innovation or a completely novel strategic apsizes uncertainty. Training doctrine must stress sol-
proach. We must be astute enough to recognize thdiers and leaders by putting them in unfamiliar cir-
something has changed and then be flexible enouglimstances and forcing them to think creatively.
to create an effective response. Doctrine must fa- To remain relevant, doctrine must recognize the
cilitate this. elements of uncertainty and the unexpected. Of
Dealing with the unexpected requires rapid adeourse, doctrine cannot predict the unexpected, yet
justment to the actual situation. To the degree thétmust go further than banalities. Doctrine must of-
doctrine becomes overly proscriptive, it becomes irfer the educational foundation and the tool set re-
relevant. Worse, it instills in the service a pencharquired to comprehend and effect successful opera-
for proceeding by the book whether warranted byions, not in spite of but because of their increasing
circumstances or not. World War Il Chief of Navalasymmetric nature. Imparting the tool set is a func-
Operations Admiral Ernest King warned against thision of training, education, and self-study. Applying
in 1940 when he said, “There will be neither timethe tools is a function of leadership. Army doctrine
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should embody a philosophy of operation#
that recognizes wertainty as a fundamen-f =
tal aspect of wéare. Doctrine must illus- :
trate the adaptive nature of a thinking, will
ful opponent and stress the absence ==
prescription in doctrine. But, doctrine canf
not stop there. -

Initiative and Adaptation

An enduring lesson that doctrine mus;
emphasize is that warfare is about adaif
tation when confronting asymmetry. Ex+ 5 =
amples of asymmetry and adaptation tos
can be found in insurgency warfare an
the development of counterinsurgenc

forces and doctrine. At a tactical level, wEEESES - B g S5 N i A gassed %, ',_I' 3
can see the effects of the machinegu o e gy fir. %yezhgafgt;m% ﬁrnmxérg\avgg -
accurate indirect artillery, and barbed wir@#8 f; "¢ 8 L3 o . :

during World War I. We can study the;
development of storm tactics and the g
mor with which to counter them. We ca
analyze U.S. air attacks on the Serbs;
Kosovo and appreciate the Serbs’ deceg®

7]
>

: F ot N

tion and camouflage tactics. e -‘F i . |l e - -

The Army’s experience at the height o Military history provides numerous examples of
the Indian wars is illustrative. The plainsthe failure to exploit advantages gained through asym-
Indians were nomadic tribes who em- metry. The British use of tanks at Cambrai in 1917, the
ployed guerrilla tactics against Army units. German use of chlorine gas in 1915 at Second Ypres; the
The Indians’ skill and mobility allowed Union failure at the Crater at Petersburg in 1864; and our
them to strike swiftly and elude pursuit.  inability to couple our asymmetric mobility through
Army units lacked the mobility and intel- helicopters in \letham to acorresponding strategy. Such
ligence to force the Indians into a Set'p'eC%ase studiemvolve theapplication ofasymmetric means

engagement where Federal forces could it fajled to achieve operational or Strategic success.
apply superior firepower. General Georg

Crook studied the relative strengths of op-
posing forces and concluded that the In-
dians lost their mobility in winter because they couldadapted his forces to execute doctrine in new ways.
not move far from their camps. By substituting har\WWe must demand this kind of creative thinking and
dier mules for horses, Crook could operate over exnitiative from our leaders.
tended distances in winter and, thus, was able to at-As we write doctrine for an era of asymmetry,
tack the Indians in their remote winter camps. Witlwe must recognize the necessity of countering the
their camps destroyed, the warrior bands had littlasymmetry that potential and actual adversaries
choice but to move to the reservations or st&rve. practice, and we must adapt our asymmetric capa-
Crook’s solution was not a case of developing explilities to capitalize on things to which the enemy
otic technology to solve a military problem. Whatcannot easily respond. This is important because the
was critical to success was the conscious selectidhS. military has an immense array of asymmetric
from the available tools to fit the situation. Crook rec-capabilities, which are worthless if we cannot apply
ognized that during the “campaigning season” théhem effectively.
Indians had an asymmetric advantage that the U.S.Military history provides numerous examples of
Army could not easily overcome. He countered byhe failure to exploit advantages gained through
recognizing that the Indians had a correspondingsymmetry. The British use of tanks at Cambrai in
weakness during the winter. He developed an asym917, the German use of chlorine gas in 1915 at Sec-
metric approach that the Indians, in turn, could nodbnd Ypres; the Union failure at the Crater at Pe-
counter. The means selected emphasized relatitersburg in 1864; and our inability to couple our asym-
strengths and complementary means to proteeatetric mobility through helicopters in Vietnam to a
weakness. Crook did not rewrite Army doctrine; hecorresponding strategy. Such case studies involve the
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application of asymmetric means that failed taOpportunity for unintended consequences increases
achieve operational or strategic success. Whil@ith uncertainty and, in some linear fashion, with
military experts might debate details, for purposeasymmetry. Army doctrine must treat asymmetry as
a two-sided street. In military capabilities, U.S.
forces might be the most asymmetric military force

. . o in history, if one enumerates specific capabilities and
that the Indians lost their mobility in winter 0" seales their equivalent in other armed forces

because they could not move far from their 5504’ the globe. Doctrine must emphasize U.S.

camps. By substituting hardier mules for horses’strengths and how to capitalize on them, applying
Crook could operate ovextended distances  them asymmetrically.

in winter and, thus, was able to attack the o Doctrine must include a system able to rap-
Indians in their remote winter camps. . . . He idly reassess current TTP against emerging threats,
developed an asymmetric approach that the capture innovative solutions to new tactical problems,
Indians, in turn, could not counter. and promulgate new TTP to the field. The Center
———— fOr Army Lessons Learned (CALL) already has
something that does this fairly well. CALL actively
of measuring doctrine, we must understand thatnd regularly collects lessons learned in the form of
asymmetric action could have second- and thirdaew and modified TTP and produces and dissemi-
order effects that superficial study might not re-nates reports that capture new TTP. We need to sup-
veal. These and other examples also emphasipert this effort and improve its already superb abil-
the rapidity of adaptation and the fleeting oppority to get the word out quickly.
tunity for exploitation that might follow.

[General George Crook] concluded

- Promulgating New Doctrine
Characteristics Where do we stand right now in terms of Army
of Effective Doctrine doctrine for operations against increasingly asymmet-

Effective doctrine in an era of increasing asym¢ic opponents? The June 2001 version of FM 3-0,
metry must have the following characteristics: =~ Operations as the Army’s keystone doctrine, sets

o Doctrine must have an operational concept thahe stage for more specific doctrifid’he manual,
includes more than high-intensity conventional warWhich differs from its predecessors in that it is written
fare. In an era of conventional American superiorfrom the perspective of dominant U.S. power, rec-
ity, opponents are unlikely to try to match ourognizes that U.S. dominance stlmul_ates asymmet-
strengths and fight symmetrically. However, this igic assaults on U.S. forces and interests. The
only an advantage as long as we maintain the cganual offers an operational concept constructed
pability. If we delete a capability, then we must rearound offensive, defensive, and stability and sup-
place it with something that can counter any similaport operations. This focus is quite distinct from the
enemy capability, or we will be left with an area ofstrong focus on warfighting in earlier manualshe
vulnerability. manual emphasizes subordinate initiative and the po-

0 Doctrinal philosophy must emphasize the foretential for advanced technology to complement in-
casting, vice predictive, nature of doctrine. As thelividual initiative. The manual also initiates explora-
Army’s doctrine producers, we must forecast futurdion of operational concepts such as noncontiguous
operations. Like a weather forecast, ours should beperations that might reinforce U.S. asymmetric
a reasonably accurate assessment in the near tegftigngths. Thus far, we believe, the manual has suc-
less so over extended time. We must provide an atessfully anticipated the environment and types of
ticulate, succinct discussion of why things happeperations occurring in Afghanistan and elsewhere.
in combat (theoretical, historical, and empirical), sdVhere the next operations manual might need em-
leaders and soldiers can understand the forecagpbasis lies in the presentation and understanding of
basis. second- and third-order effects associated with

o All doctrine has to emphasize creativity andasymmetric land operations, and that should be predi-
preparedness to deal with an adaptive, cunning, amdted on a thorough review of military theory.
typically asymmetric enemy. Doing so requires stat- Field Manual 6-0Command and Controhow
ing the problem and identifying the best availableawaiting approval, should advance the climate of sub-
remedy—disciplined leader initiative from the high-ordinate initiative even as the technical means of
est to the lowest levels of command. control improves® The manual’s fundamental

o Doctrine must educate the Army to the factpremise is mission command defined as “the con-
that military actions often have second- and thirdeluct of military operations through decentralized ex-
order effects (the law of unintended consequencesjcution based upon mission orders for effective mis-
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sion accomplishment. Successful mission commal . . .
results from subordinate leaders at all echelons ex- . Dealing with the unexpected requires
ercising disciplined initiative within the commander's rapid adjustment to the actual situation. To the
intent to accomplish missions. It requires an atmodegree that doctrine becomes overly proscriptive,
sphere of trust and mutual understanditigfeld it becomes irrelevant. Worse, it instills in the
Manual 6-0 and FM 3-90 stress creative thought irservice gpenchantfor proceeding by the book
applying current TTP to new situations, and they whether warranted by circumstances or not.
highlight that some situations will require entirely
new TTP for effective solutiori$\While this might
suitably frame the doctrinal premise for leadershigystems and battlespace. But, have we really ex-
adapted to increasing asymmetry, it does not bgmined the nature of 21st-century operations and the
itself guarantee that training and operations refle¢heoretical implications? To what extent is current
the concept. That remains a collective challeng#&ustration with asymmetric opponents and opera-
for the Army. tions the product of Industrial-Age theory attempt-
Having a body of doctrine suited to the conteming to direct Information-Age operations? Are there
porary operating environment is not sufficient.indications that older doctrinal concepts are becom-
Where we need to improve is in promulgating neving invalid? This is not to decry and expunge all cur-
doctrine in the field and in the Army’s educationalrent military theory and concept, since much might
centers. Electronic publishing and Internet distribustill be valid. But, we cannot be certain until we un-
tion can make doctrine available faster than evedertake a comprehensive study of current opera-
but they cannot get individual users to read and studipnal theorems and recent operational experience.
it. A humanistic program of education, professionalWhat we cannot afford is to be drastically wrong
development, and assimilation is still necessary. or to engage with a doctrine that has no valid an-
When considering the implications for increasinglyswers for asymmetric challenges. In an era of
asymmetric operations, we need to initiate a comasymmetry—
prehensive review of the basic theories that under- 0 Doctrine must create flexibility of thought and
pin doctrine. Today’s doctrine traces its antecedentgtion by stressing the creative application of force.
back to the study of military operations in the after- 0 Doctrine must be predicated on uncertainty and
math of the great European wars, particularly theot tied to prescriptive solutions to problems.
Napoleonic Wars and World War |I. We have as- 0 Doctrine must be constantly reviewed at all lev-
similated and adopted ideas from Jomini, Clausewitzls to ensure we retain the useful concepts and throw
Fuller, and others who explain the phenomena afut those rendered useless by opponents.
combat. Added to this collection of principles and 1 Doctrine must capitalize on our asymmetric
classical theory are things like battlefield operatingadvantagesvr
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Army Command and General Staff College Press, 1993), 254. Reprinted from the origi-
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nal 1926 edition.
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see Department of the Navy, U.S. Navy Historical Center, on-line at <www.history.navy.mil/
photos/events/wwii-pac/guadicnl/guadicnl.htm>. See also Joint Forces Quarterly, on-line
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4. U.S. Joint Publication 1-02, Department of Defense (DOD) Dictionary of Military
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5. Examples from recent Army manuals include “active defense” (FM 100-5, Opera-
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10. The actual passage reads, “War is the realm of uncertainty; three-quarters of the
factors on which action in war is based are wrapped in a fog of greater or lesser uncer-
tainty” (Carl von Clausewitz, On War, Book Two, On the Nature of War, chap. 6).

11. Admiral Ernest King quoted in FM 6-0, Command and Control, DRAG ed. (Fort
Leavenworth, KS: Combined Arms Doctrine Directorate). At the time he made the state-
ment in 1940, King was a battleship force commander. He became Commander in Chief
of the Atlantic Fleet before President Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed him Chief of
Naval Operations. The actual quote is from Thomas B. Buell, Master of Sea Power:
A Biography of Admiral Ernest J. King (Boston: Little, Brown, 1980).

12. History of the Army in the Indian Wars, U.S. Army Center of Military History, on-
line at <www.army.mil/cmh-pg/books/AMH/AMH-14.htm>. See also Indian war campaign
summary, U.S. Army Center of Military History, on-line at <www.army.mil/cmh-pg/
reference/iwcmp.htm>.

14. See the FM 100-5 manuals.
15. FM 6-0.
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